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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
3/17/2008 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-11 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

4. Regarding claim 1, in step b), the phrase "loading offsetting dies with stamped 
wire elements" renders the claim indefinite, because, as currently recited, it is unclear 
whether these stamped wire elements are some or all of the wire elements stamped in 
step a). As currently claimed, these stamped wire elements could be different and do 
not necessarily have a profile stamped to increase a slot space factor. The phrase "and 
rotating said stamped wire elements counter to one another in a circumferential 
direction" renders the claim indefinite, because, as currently claimed it is unclear what 
exactly is being done. It would appear stamped wire elements are inserted into dies, 
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and thereafter, stamped wire elements are rotated in place in opposite directions. It is 
unclear what the role of the dies is during this process. Moreover, the recited 
circumferential direction cannot be identified, as the claim does not specify any 
relationship between this direction and the structural elements. Likewise, the phrase "so 
that the stamped wire elements are disposed at right angles to one another and radially 
inward" renders the claim indefinite, since it is not clear what is being done. The fact 
that the stamped wire elements are at right angles to each other would suggest that, 
given two stamped wire elements, they are disposed such that the longitudinal direction 
of one is perpendicular to the longitudinal direction of the other. However, it is unclear 
how more than two stamped wire elements can satisfy this relationship, since, at least 
some of the stamped wire elements would differ from 90 degrees in the angle between 
them. Also, as currently claimed, the radially inward direction cannot be ascertained. 
Still further, step b) recites "to form an integrated star point". As discussed during the 
interview on 22 August 2007, the "star point" is the neutral point in a wye-connected 
(star-connected) winding. Therefore, no actual star point exists until one end from each 
phase coil is electrically connected to a corresponding end from the other phase coils. 
In Applicant's invention this takes place when the wire elements having the stamped 
cross-sectional profile are joined to the conductive ring. It is therefore unclear what is 
meant by the recitation in step b), since a star point has yet to be formed. 
5. Regarding step c), the phrase "by rotating ends of the wire elements counter to 
one another using offsetting dies" renders the claim indefinite because, as currently 
claimed, it is unclear whether the "wire elements" are the "stamped wire elements" or if 
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they are the wire elements of step a). Moreover, it is unclear whether the recited 
offsetting dies are different from or the same as the offsetting dies recited in step b). As 
in step b), the particular direction of rotation is unclear, and it is unclear how the dies 
effect the rotation. The phrase "and offsetting the ends of the ... winding head is 
formed" renders the claim indefinite, because, as currently claimed, it is unclear what is 
meant by "so that the integrated star point is maintained". Moreover, the ends of the 
wire elements have already been offset once, and, therefore, it is unclear when the 
winding head is formed, since step c) has two offsetting steps. Also, as before, it is 
unclear whether "the wire elements" refers to the stamped wire elements of step b) or 
the wire elements of step a). Further, the phrase "wherein manufacture of the integrated 
star point takes place simultaneously in the same process step as the offsetting of the 
wire elements" renders the claim indefinite because it is unclear during which particular 
offsetting process the integrated star point is formed. Moreover, the integrated star point 
was already formed in step b), though, as discussed above, no actual star point is 
deemed to have been manufactured yet since there is no mention of a ring. 
6. Regarding step d), the phrase "inward-oriented ends of the wire elements" 
renders the claim indefinite, since there is no recitation in any of the previous steps of 
orienting ends of the wire elements in a radial and inward direction. Moreover, it is 
unclear if "wire elements" refers to the stamped wire elements of step b) or the wire 
elements of steps a) or c). Further, the phrase "wherein the entire connecting ring is 
disposed radially inward on an inside or a finished winding head, wherein said winding 
head is formed by the ends of the wire elements" renders the claim indefinite, since, as 
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currently claimed, the recited radially inward position cannot be ascertained. Moreover, 
a winding head is formed in step c), and it is therefore unclear whether the winding head 
of step 3 is the same or a different winding head. Still further, it is unclear whether the 
recited wire elements are the same as the stamped wire elements of step b), or the wire 
elements of steps a) and c). Still further, a wire element has two ends, and, therefore, it 
is not clear if the recited ends are the same as the ends of step c). 

7. Regarding claims 2 and 3, it is unclear whether the step of stamping is 
performed in addition to the stamping performed in step a) of claim 1 , or if it is the same 
stamping operation. 

8. Regarding claim 4, it is unclear which particular offsetting dies are being 
referred to, i.e. those of step b) or those of step c). Also, it is unclear if the wire elements 
recited in the claim are the same as or different from the stamped wire elements. 
Further, since in claim 1 each of steps b), c), and d) refers to forming/completing the 
star point, the timing of the steps of claim 4 relative to steps b), c), and d) of claim 1 is 
unclear. 

9. Regarding claim 6, there is no laminated core produced in step b) of claim 1 . 

10. Regarding claim 7, the term "the wire basket" lacks proper antecedent basis. 

1 1 . Regarding claim 8, the term "the winding" lacks proper antecedent basis. Claim 
1 does not recite any structural association between stamped wire elements and a 
winding. The phrase "the contacting end of the winding" lacks proper antecedent basis. 
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12. Regarding claim 9, the term "the winding" lacks proper antecedent basis, since 
claim 1 does not provide any structural relationship between a winding and other 
elements. 

13. Regarding claim 10, the phrase "by connecting the wire elements to a 
connecting ring to form the integrated star point" renders the claim indefinite, since it is 
unclear whether the recited connecting ring is the same as or different from the 
connecting ring recited in step d of claim 1. Moreover, claim 9 refers to contacting the 
integrated star point, whereas claim 10 refers to connecting wire elements. 

14. Regarding claim 11, the phrase "the bent ends of the star point wires" renders 
the claim indefinite, since claim 1 does not recite a step of bending wires, and the 
phrase" the star point wires" lacks proper antecedent basis, since claim 1 refers to no 
such wires. 

15. Regarding claim 13, the phrase "star point wires" lacks proper antecedent basis, 
as above in claim 11. Further, it is unclear what is meant by "lie on the of the winding 
head". 

16. It should also be noted that Applicants appear to be relying on the reference 
numbers in parentheses to identify the particular wire elements undergoing a 
transformation, but this is not proper. The actual claim language must set forth 
distinguishing characteristics, so as to make it clear which particular type of wire 
element is being acted on. Currently, the terms "wire elements" and "stamped wire 
elements" are used to refer to wire elements 1 1 alone as well as to any of wire elements 
7, 11, and 12. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

17. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

18. Claims 1-11 and 13, as best understood, are rejected under 35 U S C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Shafer (US5508571 to Shafer, Jr.) in view of Maesoba 
(US6339871 to Maesoba et al.) and Oohashi (US6707211 to Oohashi et al.) as well as 
over Maesoba in view of Shafer and Oohashi. 

19. Given the substantial number of issues identified above in the rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, the scope of the claims cannot be properly 
ascertained. The rejection applied on 1/11/2008 is maintained, since it appears to 
still be applicable to the claims, as best understood. See the Response to 
Arguments below. 

Response to Arguments 

20. Applicant's arguments filed 3/17/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

21. Applicants argue (page 7) the electrical machine of Schafer does not have a 
winding head. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. The axial ends of the winding of 
Schafer clearly constitute winding heads. If Applicants have a different interpretation of 
the term "winding head", then the claims should explicitly define such structure. 
Currently, especially in light of the numerous issues identified in the rejection under 35 
U.S.C. 112, it is not possible to ascertain the exact structure considered to be a winding 
head. 
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22. Applicants also argue the connecting ring of Schafer is disposed at an axial end 
of the winding, not radially within a winding head. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
As currently claimed, it is not possible to ascertain the radially inward direction. 
Depending on which direction is considered to be radially inward, the connecting ring is 
certainly disposed as claimed. 

23. Applicants also argue the practitioner having knowledge of the methods of 
Maesoba and Oohashi would not have used the teachings of Schafer because Schafer 
uses a different winding principle. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would readily recognize that the particular winding principle has no 
bearing on using a connecting ring to form a star point. This is because both Maesoba 
and Schafer are concerned with making wye-connected (star-connected) machines, and 
such machines need to have one end from each of the phase coils electrically 
connected to the corresponding end of the remaining coils. Because of this, Schafer's 
teaching of using a connecting ring to effect such a connection would have been 
applicable to a machine with a winding such as Maesoba, because in Maesoba, too, 
there are conductor ends that need to be connected to form a star point, and Schafer 
merely teaches one way to effect such a connection. 

24. Applicants further argue the combination of these references constitutes 
impermissible hindsight because such a combination would not teach or suggest a 
connecting ring for an integrated star point, disposed within the inside of a winding 
head. The Examiner disagrees. Motivation to combine certainly exists, since one of 
ordinary skill in the art would have recognized the applicability of the method of Schafer 
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to the winding of Maesoba, as discussed above. Moreover, as previously discussed, the 
current claim language is not sufficiently clear to ascertain the position of the ring 
relative to the winding head. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to LIVIUS R. CAZAN whose telephone number is 
(571)272-8032. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T 6:30AM-5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Peter Vo can be reached on (571)272-4690. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 

Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 

USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 

system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/A. Dexter Tugbang/ 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3729 

/L R. C./ 7/4/2008 
Examiner, Art Unit 3729 



